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Pr ocur enent
BEST VALUE CONTRACTI NG

1. PURPCSE. This panphlet is intended to provide guidance to

i ndi vidual s involved in source sel ection process and establ i shes
consi stency of procedures for evaluating and selecting the
appropriate source for contract award. Qui dance contai ned herein
pertains to conpetitively negotiated procurenents, except for the
procurenment of AE services.

2. APPLICABILITY. This guidance applies to the Transatlantic
Division (TAD), the Europe District, and all subordinate field
activities.

3. REFERENCE

a. FAR Subpart 15.6, Source Selection, and FAR Subpart 15.8,
Price Negoti ation.

b. DFARS 215.6, Source Sel ection, and DFARS 215.8, Price
Negoti ati on.

c. AFARS 15.6, Source Selection, and AFARS 15.8, Price
Negot i ati on.

d. EFARS 15.611, Best and Final Ofer, and EFARS 15.805-5(a),
Field Pricing Support.

e. Arny Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplenent Manua
No. 1, Formal Source Sel ection Procedures for Arnmy Systens
Acqui sition, March 1991.

f. FAR Subpart 3.104, Procurenent Integrity.
4. CGENERAL.

a. Best Value Contracting is a procurenent process that
results in the nost advantageous acquisition for the Governnent
performed through an integrated assessnent and trade off analysis
bet ween techni cal, managenent, and cost factors. Best Val ue
Contracting entails a concise predetermnati on and conmmuni cati on
by the Governnent to prospective offerors of the relative
i nportance of evaluation factors in the source sel ection process.
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b. Best value contracting is not appropriate for al
negotiated acquisitions. It should not replace the prequali -
fication process of construction contractors which successfully
elimnates of ferors which nost |ikely cannot performthe scope
of work.

c. In procurements where the desired technical quality cannot
be adequately defined in the specifications or statenment of work
but nust be inferred fromeach offeror's proposal, the eval uation
approach i s "Best Val ue".

5. DEFILN TI ONS

a. The 1991 Defense Authorization Act gave Defense agencies
the authority to make awards based on the offerors best terns
(price, managenent, or technical terns - FAR 52.215-16). Prior
to the Act, Procuring Contracting Oficer (PCO could only award
contracts issued in accordance with FAR 15 negoti ati on procedures to the
| owest priced initial offeror

b. This method of awardi ng contracts on best terns is comonly
referred to as "BEST VALUE'" procurenent. The term "best val ue",
(currently) has no statutory or regulatory definition. It is
conmmonly used to refer to source selections where the award
deci sion i s based upon a trade-off between the price offered and
ot her features of the proposal. Such features may include past
per formance, quality, technical, managenent, schedule or small
busi ness consi derati ons.

c. Sonetinmes such trade-offs are referred to as "cost/benefit
anal ysis" or "total life cycle cost analysis". Irrespective of the
nane, the procedure requires the maki ng of judgenents as to whet her
the price difference between conpeting proposals are justified by
ot her features.

d. Formal Source Selection. A source selection process is
considered "formal" when a specific evaluation group structure is
establ i shed to eval uate proposals and sel ect the source for
contract award. The source selection organization typically
consi sts of an eval uation board, advisory council, and desi gnated
source selection authority at a managenent |evel above that of
the contracting officer. Wen using formal source selection, the
agency head or a designee shall ensure: (1) the officia
responsi ble for the source selection is formally designated as
the Source Selection Authority (SSA); (2) the source sel ection
authority formally establishes an eval uation group structure
appropriate to requirenents of the particular solicitation;
and; (3) before conducting any pre-solicitation conferences (FAR
15.404) or issuing the solicitation, the source selection authority
approves a source selection plan.
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e. Informal Source Selection. A source selection process is
considered "informal" when the PCO is source selection authority. 1In
using informal procedures, establishment of small subconmittees does not
necessarily nmake the procedure formal if the PCO remains the selection
official.

f. Source Selection. The entire process by which the
gover nment exam nes and eval uates the facts leading up to the
award decision in a conpetitive acquisition. A diverse array of
techni cal, managerial, and professional skills are usually
required to formul ate and express the Covernnent's requirenents
in a solicitation and to eval uate proposals of conpeting offerors.

g. Tailoring. The process by which the eval uati on net hod
and source sel ection organi zation is established on a project-by-
project basis to neet specific acquisition objectives. Tailoring
wi Il assure a high quality source selection with a m ni num
investment of tinme and personnel. There are nunerous variations
of the source selection organization/process. Formal eval uation
boards or advisory councils are not required for all acquisitions.
They are expensive and tine consum ng endeavors. Their use shoul d
be the exception rather than the rule, and when used, should be
fully justified.

6. RESPONSI BI LI TI ES.

a. The agency head, Chief of Engineers, or his designee is
responsi bl e for formal source selection. W en using formal source
sel ection, the secretary or his designee shall ensure that the
procedures at FAR Subpart 15.612 are adhered to.

b. SSA is the selecting Governnent official in charge of the
source. This title is nost often used in formal source sel ection
and the SSA is other than the PCO

c. The PCOis responsible for selecting the source unless SSA
has been desi gnat ed.

d. The project nmanager is responsible for devel opi ng the
project specific evaluation factors and will chair the Managenent
Eval uation Board in formal source selection.

e. The cost engi neer developing the IGE will chair the Cost
Eval uati on Board in formal source sel ection.

f. The technical office nost famliar with the technica
aspects of the project are responsible for the technical require-
nments related to both the formal and informal source sel ection
process and will chair the Technical Evaluation Board in formal
source sel ection.
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7. POLICY AND PROCEDURES.

a. Source Selection Planning. A successful source sel ection
does not just happen. It requires an adequate plan of actions
and events (to include nmonitoring) and an established tinme frane
to acconplish the source selection. Appendix B provides a sanple |ist
of major mlestones for successful planning. The Source Sel ection Plan
(SSP) is the witten guide for the source selection process. The SSP
is used to:

(1) Translate objectives stated in the acquisition strategy and
the acquisition plan into a specific approach for
soliciting and eval uating the proposals of offerors.

(2) Comunicate this approach as the recomendati on of
t he project manager (PM, PCO and Ofice of Counsel (QOC) through
t he Source Sel ection Eval uation Board (SSEB) to the Source
Sel ection Authority (SSA). Wen informal source sel ection
procedures are utilized and the SSA is the contracting officer, the
SSP is prepared by the PM reviewed by Contracting D rectorate,
OC, and key SSEB nenbers prior to forwarding to the PCO. The SSP
is approved by the PCO at prelimnary design stage.

(3) Serve as a directive to the SSEB

(4) Provide essential guidance to witers of the request
for proposal as to what shoul d be enphasized in the solicitation.

(5) Describe the criteria and the techniques used to
eval uate the proposals.

In summary, the SSP describes how proposals are solicited from

i ndustry; how proposals are evaluated, rated, and summari zed

after receipt; and how proposals are negotiated. The SSP shoul d
also reflect who will eval uate proposals, conposition of the SSEB
representation of required functional areas, determnation of
security needs, small business considerations, and a tinetable

for contract execution. In substance, the SSP is the Governnent's
description of howit intends to purchase what it wants. It
enphasi zes the relative inportance of each item of source sel ection
criteria. The SSP should be sinple and conci se, yet cover al
essential elenents. The SSP nmust be approved by the SSA before
conducting any pre-solicitation conference or issuing the
solicitation. As a mnimm the SSP nust incl ude:

(a) A description of the organization structure;
(b) Proposed pre-solicitation activities;
(c) A summary of the acquisition strategy;

4
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(d) A statenent of the proposed eval uation factors
and any significant subfactors and their relative inportance.

(e) A description of the evaluation process,
nmet hodol ogy, and techni ques used; and

(f) A schedule of significant m | estones.

Appendi x A contains a sanple SSP. However, each plan nust be
tailored to nmeet specific acquisition objectives.

b. Evaluation Factors.

(1) After Section C, "Specifications", Section M
"Eval uation Factors"” is arguably the nost inportant section of the
solicitation or Section 0100 for Construction solicitation. Sinply
stated, to purchase sonething, we nust know what we want. This
concept is often ignored. Frequently the focus is on preparation
of specifications and neeting deadlines. Wen such is the focus,
a contract specialist often is tasked to wite up the source
selection criteria. Usually a contract specialist does not know
the specific technical attributes that can nake or break the buy.

(2) The PM customer, technical, and contract personnel
nmust determne during the early stage of the acquisition what the
i nportant aspects of the contract are. After these aspects are
agreed upon, the team nust prepare sufficient detailed eval uation
factors to ensure the source selection is based on the nost
i nportant aspects of the solicitation.

(3) Take care during drafting of the evaluation factors
since the source selection official may be held to the procedures
descri bed.

(4) Tailor the factors considered in eval uating proposal s
to each acquisition and include only those factors which will have
an i npact on the source selection process.

(5) The technical and nanagenent eval uation factors that
apply to an acquisition and the rel ative inportance of those
factors are discretionary. However, price or cost to the
Covernment are essential evaluation factors in every source
selection. In addition, the extent of participation of small and
smal | di sadvant aged busi nesses in performance of the contract shall
be evaluated in every source selection. Quality also nust be
addressed in every source selection. 1In evaluation factors,
quality is expressed in terns of technical excellence, nanagenent
capability, personnel qualifications, prior experience, past
performance, and tinely conpletion. |nclude any other rel evant
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factors, such as cost realismsafety, and if awarding a foll ow on
contract, include incunbency factors.

(6) Wiile the lowest price or |owest total cost to the
Government is properly the deciding factor in many source
selections, in certain acquisitions the Government may sel ect the
sour ce whose proposal offers the greatest value to the Government
in ternms of performance, quality, and other factors.

(7) In awarding a cost reinbursenment contract, the cost
proposal should not be controlling, since advance estimates of
cost are not necessarily valid indicators of final actual costs.
The award of cost reinbursenent contracts primarily on the basis
of estimated costs may encourage the subm ssion of unrealistically
| ow estimates and increase the |ikelihood of cost overruns. The
primary consideration is to determ ne which offeror can perform
the contract in a manner nobst advantageous to the Governnent, as
det erm ned by eval uati on of proposals according to the established
eval uation criteria.

(8) For service contracts where the required tasks can be
clearly defined and objectively eval uated, the technical factors
shoul d not be so heavily weighted as to becone the dom nant
evaluation criteria. Evaluation and award is based on best overal
value to the Governnment in terns of quality and other factors. The
wei ghing of costs is comensurate with the nature of the services
being acquired. It is appropriate to award to an offeror, based on
technical and quality considerations, at other than the | owest
price when: (1) the effort being contracted for departs from
clearly defined efforts; or (2) highly skilled personnel are
required. It is appropriate to award to the technically acceptable
offeror with the Iowest price when: (1) services being acquired are
of a routine or sinple nature; (2) highly skilled personnel are not
required; or (3) the product is clearly defined at the outset of
t he acqui sition.

(9) The use of responsibility type evaluation factors
is not prohibited. However, the contracting officer shall use
di scretion when using responsibility type evaluation factors.
The GAO in Sanford and Sons Conpany, B-231607 Septenber 20, 1988,
88-2 CPD 266 found that the PCO used responsibility type eval uation
factors to avoid issuing a negative responsibility determnation
and subsequently forwarded the decision to the Small Busi ness
Adm ni stration for possible issuance of a Certificate of Conpetency
(COO). Using such factors to avoid COC procedures nmay del ay the
procurenent if protested.

(10) The solicitation shall clearly state the eval uation
factors, including cost or price, cost or price related factors,
and non-cost or non-price related factors, and any significant

6



20 January 1995 TADP 715-1-7

subfactors that will be considered in nmaking the source sel ection
and their relative inportance. It is Arny policy to evaluate cost or
price, but neither are scored or otherw se conbined with other aspects

of the proposal evaluation. Nurmeri cal weights, enployed in the
eval uation of factors other than price, are not disclosed in the
solicitation. The solicitation nmust inform offerors of m ninum

requirements that apply to particul ar evaluation factors and significant
subf act or s.

(11) Structure evaluation criteria at a | evel of detai
sufficient to discover those advantages, di sadvantages, and defi -
ciencies of offers directly associated with significant tasks of the
required service (or significant aspects of required iten). Mer e
recitation of top level criteria such as "Technical" and "Managenent"
is insufficient. Evaluation criteria nust communicate a clear
understanding to the offeror of the intended basis of award. Al TAD
solicitations utilizing source selection procedures will contain the
following narrative in Section M or Section 0100 for construction
solicitations (this narrative is in addition to any clauses or
provisions required in Section Mby FAR):

"Award will be nmade to that offeror whose proposal contains the
conbi nation of those criteria offering the best overall value to
the Governnent. This will be determ ned by conparing difference(s)
in the value of technical and managenment features with
difference(s) in cost to the Governnent. (lnsert here either
narrative a, b, or c fromthe belowlisting)...."

Next the PCO, in concert with the customer and project execution

t eam nmust deci de which factor is nost inportant, i.e., technical or
managenent nost inportant; technical, nanagenent and cost of equa

i nportance; or, cost nmobst inmportant. After selecting the nost

i nportant factor, the PCOw Il incorporate one of the follow ng

par agr aphs substantially as witten:

a. TECHNI CAL OR MANAGEMENT MOST | MPORTANT

In making this conparison, the Government is nore concerned with
obt ai ni ng superior technical or managenent features than with

maki ng an award at the | owest overall cost to the Governnent.

However, the CGovernment will not nmake an award at a significantly

hi gher overall cost to the CGovernment to achieve slightly superior
t echni cal or nanagenent features.

b. TECHN CAL, MANAGEMENT AND COST OF EQUAL
| MPORTANCE

In making this conparison, the Government is concerned wth
striking the nost advant ageous bal ance between technical and
managenent features and the cost to the Governnent.

7
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c. COST MOST | MPORTANT

In making this conparison, the Governnent is nore concerned wth
maki ng an award at the | owest overall cost to the Government than
wi th obtaining superior technical or nmanagenent features. However
the CGovernnment will not nake an award based on a proposal wth
significantly inferior technical or managenent features to achieve
a small savings in cost to the Governnent.

(12) This |l anguage provides the offerors the essentia
i nformati on necessary to understand the |l ogic the Governnent will
use in maki ng the source sel ection.

c. Proposal Eval uation

(1) Prior to authorizing the evaluation teamto start
their evaluation the contracting office shall assure that:

(a) The teamis conpletely briefed on the eval uation
criteria.

(b) The team understands the evaluation criteria and
will followonly the evaluation criteria in evaluating each
of ferors proposal .

(c) A nmenber of OCis assigned to the eval uation team
as a non-voting advisor. QOC is responsible for advising the team
during their evaluation deliberations. To insure fairness, it is
essential to evaluate all proposals in conpliance with the
solicitation's evaluation criteria.

(2) The inportance of conplete docunmentation of the
eval uation results can not be over enphasized. The GAO in
Programmatics, Inc; Tel esynetics Corporation, decision B-228916. 2,
B- 228916. 3, January 14, 1988, 88-1 CPD 35, thoroughly scrutinized
the records signed and or prepared by both the OC and the technical
eval uation team The GAO found that the evaluation teams
wor ksheets provi ded neither "an adequate nor rational basis for the
eval uation team s recommendation.” So, the GAOw ||l sustain a
protest if the records do not contain sufficient information to
justify the award deci sion.

(3) Proposal evaluation is an assessnment of both the
proposal and the offeror's ability (as conveyed by the proposal)
to successfully acconplish the prospective contract. Conpetitive
proposal s are eval uated solely on the factors specified in the
solicitation. Evaluation results on each offer must be stated in
ternms of the solicitation requirenent and each proposal's
advant ages and di sadvantages, its deficiencies, and the effect of
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t hese el ements should the offer be accepted. The results are
recapped in detailed narrative format. Do not use terns such as
"shortcom ngs" or "weaknesses".

(4) Cost or price evaluation. The PCO nust use cost or price
analysis to evaluate the cost estinmate or price, not only
to determ ne whether it is reasonable, but also to determ ne the
of feror's understanding of the work and ability to performthe
contract. As previously stated, cost or price nmust be eval uated
but not scored or otherw se conbined with other aspects of the
pr oposal eval uati on.

(5) Cost Realism Analysis

(a) Cost RealismAnalysis is the anal ysis tool of
choi ce for cost contracts. This analysis techni que eval uates
each offerors technical proposal against the offerors proposed
costs. This technique requires considerable judgenment as the
eval uator nust determne if the methods the offeror proposes to
performthe scope of work can be reasonably acconplished within
t he proposed costs. Note that cost realismanalysis techniques
may be used on fixed price solicitations.

(b) Performa cost realismanalysis on all offerors
within the conmpetitive range when a cost type contract award is
pl anned. Use this analysis in the cost, technical, and nanagenent
areas of the offerors proposal.

(c) The analysis will determne the probable cost to
t he Governnent of the offerors performance of the contract. |If
it appears to the evaluation teamthat any offeror's approach(es)
or plan(s) for acconplishing the proposed work will require
nodi fication to becone acceptable to the Governnent, the
eval uation teamshall identify and assess the nodification(s)
requi red, determ ne the probable cost of such nodification(s),
and include that probable cost assessnent in its report.

(d) The probable cost shall reflect the eval uation

teans best estinate of the cost of any contract which mght result from
that offeror's proposal, including any recomended additions or
reductions in personnel, equipnment, or materials. To the extent that the
recomrended additions or reductions reflect a |lack of understandi ng of
the requirenents of the solicitation, that |ack of understandi ng shal
be reflected in the narrative scoring of the applicable evaluation
factor(s).

(6) Technical evaluation. Ofers shall be eval uated
on criteria which enconpass all factors having a significant
bearing on the utility of the item construction or service being
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acquired, and all factors which may affect the cost to the govern- nent
of acquiring the item construction, or service. Wenever technical
evaluation i s necessary beyond ensuring the proposal neets the m ni num
requirements of the solicitation, the cognizant technical official shal
include in the techni cal eval uation docunentation the follow ng:

(a) The basis for eval uation;

(b) An analysis of the technically acceptable and
unacceptabl e proposals, including an assessnent of each offeror's
ability to acconplish the technical requirenents. The assessnent
shoul d be based on quantifiable and non-quantifiable discrimnators.

(c) A summary, matrix, or quantitative ranking of each
technical proposal in relation to the best rating possible.
I ndi vi dual evaluator or unit scores will not be averaged or
ot herwi se mani pul ated mathematically to produce a single raw score
for any criterion or subcriterion. Establish scores as the result
of a consensus of the evaluators and not by vote. Were divergent
eval uation opinions exist, and once it is clear none of the
eval uators have m sinterpreted or m sunderstood any aspects of
the proposal (s), the chairman of the evaluation teamw || provide source
selection authority (normally the PCO wth witten nmgjority and
m nority opinions.

(d) A summary of findings.
(7) Conpetitive range

(a) Normally, the Chairman, SSEB is tasked with nmaking a
recomrendati on to the PCO (or through PCOto SSA) as to which proposal s
are in the conpetitive range for purpose of conducting witten or ora
di scussions. Conpetitive range is determned on the basis of cost or
price and other factors stated in the solicitation and will include al
proposal s having a reasonabl e chance of being selected for award. Wen
there is doubt whether a proposal is in the conpetitive range, the
proposal should be included in the conpetitive range.

(b) PCOis responsible for notifying in witing
an unsuccessful offeror at the earliest practicable tinme that its
proposal is no longer eligible for award.
(8) Witten or oral discussion
(a) Award nmay be made without discussion only if the
solicitation notified all offerors the Governnment intended to award
the contract w thout discussions and the award is in fact made

10
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without any witten or oral discussions with any offeror.

Di scussion, as defined by the FAR neans any oral or witten

comuni cation involving informati on essential for determning the
acceptability of a proposal or provides the offeror an opportunity
torevise or nodify its proposal. Mnor clarifications are

permtted which woul d not constitute "discussions”. darification,

as defined by FAR neans comunication with an offeror for the sole
purpose of elimnating mnor irregularities, informalities, or
apparent clerical mstakes. Qarification does not give the offeror an
opportunity to revise or nodify its proposal (except to the extent
correction of apparent clerical mstakes results in a

revision). |If discussions are held with one offeror under the

guise of clarifications, the contract action may be suspended if a
conpeting offeror discovers they were excluded from di scussi ons and
protest to the GAQ

(b) Except as provided in subparagraph 6e(1l), the PCO mnust
conduct witten or oral discussions with all responsible offerors who
submt proposals within the conpetitive range. The content and extent
of discussions is a natter of the contracting officer's judgenent, based
on particular facts of each acquisition.

(c) The PCOis responsible for: (1) controlling
al | discussions; (2) advising the offeror of deficiencies inits
proposal so the offeror is given an opportunity to satisfy
Covernment requirenents; and (3) providing the offeror a
reasonabl e opportunity to submt any cost or price, technical, or
other revisions to its proposal which may result from di scussions.

(9) Best and final offers.

(a) Upon conpl etion of discussions, the PCO nust
i ssue a request for best and final offers to all offerors stil
within the conmpetitive range. Oal requests for best and fina
of fers nmust be confirmed in witing.

(b) The request for best and final offers (BAFO
nmust include: (1) notice that discussions have been concl uded; (2)
notice that this is the opportunity to submt a best and fina
offer; (3) a common cutoff date and time that allows a reasonabl e
opportunity for subm ssion of witten best and final offers; and,
(4) notice that if any nodification is submtted, it nust be
recei ved by the date and time specified.

(c) After receipt of BAFO, the PCO shoul d not
reopen di scussions unless it is clearly in the Governnent's best
interest to do so. Wen utilizing formal source selection
procedures, the Chief of Engi neers nust approve second or
subsequent requests for BAFO. Wen using other than formal source

11
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sel ection procedures, the field office comrmander may approve second or
subsequent requests for BAFO Avoid multiple BAFQ if at all possible.
The Governnment runs risk of a protest to GAO alleging auction
t echni ques. Auction techni ques are prohibited by FAR

(d) Follow ng evaluation of BAFO the PCO (or other
desi gnated source selection authority) shall select that source whose
BAFO i s nost advantageous to the Governnent, considering only price and
the other factors included in the solicitation. In per-
form ng source selection the PCO may conduct a cost benefit
anal ysis. The net hodol ogy focuses on identifying "discrimnators” which
will identify items of material differences between the pro-
posal s and anal yzing the inpact of these differences on achieving goals.
The discrimnators are generally categorized into two groups,
"quantifiable and non-quantifiable". Quantifiable
di scrimnators are used in the analysis of benefits to be gained in
ternms of dollars. Non-quantifiable discrimnators are used in the
subj ective anal ysis of inpact on organi zati onal structure, past
per f ormance i npacts on delivery, and other subjective issues.

8. PROTECTI ON OF PRCOPRI ETARY AND SOURCE SELECTI ON | NFORVATI ON.

a. Protect proprietary and source selection information from
unaut hori zed di scl osure in accordance with the guidance in FAR
3.104-5(b). In accordance with FAR 3.104-5(c), mark all source
selection information on the cover page and each additional page
contai ning such information with the foll ow ng | egend:

"SOURCE SELECTI ON | NFORVATI ON-- SEE FAR 3. 104- - PROCUREMENT
I NTECRI TY"

b. If source selection information is received from anot her
office and is not marked with the above | egend, the Director or
Ofice Chief responsible for the acquisition will assure the
information is imediately marked with the above | egend.
Additionally, imrediately request the originating activity, via
witten menorandum to mark all copies of source selection
information with the above | egend. Place a copy of all such
nmenoranduns in the official contract file. Exanples of source
selection informati on which may originate in organi zati ons ot her
than the contracting offices are: Technical eval uation plans,
techni cal eval uati ons of proposals, and source selection
nmenor anduns.

c. In accordance with FAR 3.104-5(d)1), only the PCO has
authority to authorize personnel outside the contracting office to
receive proprietary or source selection information. Wthin the
contracting office, only those personnel with a need to know nmay
have access to proprietary or source selection information.

Rel ease such information only when the PCO determ nes rel ease is

12
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necessary for the conduct of the procurenment. This authority may not
be del egated below the PCO  Wen proprietary information or source
selection information is authorized for rel ease outside the contracting
of fice, acconplish the rel ease by nmenorandum signed by the PCO  Each
menmor andum will clearly notify the recipient the information is
proprietary or source selection information related to the conduct of
a TAD procurement whose disclosure is restricted by Section 27 of Ofice
of Federal Procurenent Policy Act (41 U S.C 423) as anmended. The act
is coomonly referred to as Procurenent Integrity in FAR 3. 104.

d. In accordance with FAR 3.104-5(d), this paragraph (d) 7
applies only to contracts and contract nodifications estimated to
exceed $100, 000. 00:

(1) Wen proprietary or source selection information is

aut hori zed for rel ease outside the contracting office to other

TAD organi zations, request the organization receiving information to
provide the identity within 10 working days of all the persons or
cl asses of persons authorized access to the information, and to the
nmaxi mum ext ent possi bl e, the nanes of all individuals within classes of
persons who have been authorized access to the proprietary or source
selection information. Include this list in the official contract file.
Exanpl es of classes of persons are: (1) Attorneys in TAD, by nane if
possi ble, (2) personnel duly appointed to the TAD Contract Revi ew Board
(this subparagraph does not apply to these individuals). The exanples
are illustrative to denonstrate classes of persons.

(2) Wen proprietary or source selection information is
authorized for release to Government activities outside TAD
request in the rel ease nenorandum the individual receiving
information to maintain a list of persons, a list of classes of
persons and, to the maxi mum extent possible, nanes of al
i ndividuals within classes of persons authorized access to the
proprietary or source selection information. Additionally, the
menorandum wi || request the receiving activity forward the |i st
within 10 working days to the PCO for inclusion in the contract
file. Subparagraph 3 applies to these individuals.

e. Proprietary or source selection information is not
aut hori zed for rel ease outside the governnent. |n some cases,
such information may be authorized for rel ease outside the
government only in accordance with the Freedom of |nformation
Act .

f. Each applicable contract file will neet the record
keepi ng requi renments of FAR 3.104-9(e).

13
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g. In accordance with FAR 15.313-2(e), place the follow ng
noti ce on the cover sheet of all proposals received in response
to solicitations issued in accordance with FAR 15 procedures:

GOVERNVENT NOTI CE FOR HANDLI NG PROPCSALS
Thi s proposal shall be used and di scl osed for eval uation
pur poses only and a copy of this Covernnent notice shall
be applied to any reproduction or abstract thereof. Any
aut hori zed restrictive notices which the submtter places
on this proposal shall also be strictly conplied with.

/sl
Appendi x NI CHOLAS J. KOLAR, JR
APP A-Eval & Scoring LTC, EN
Sanpl e Pl an Deputy Conmander
APP B-M | est ones
Sanpl e
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APPENDI X A
CLCSE HOLD - ONLY THOSE W TH NEED TO KNOW SHOULD SEE EVALUATI ON
OF RESPONSES
1. PURPCSE. This section specifies the evaluation process. It

i ncludes evaluation criteria and scoring. The objective of the
RFP process is to:

a. Provide necessary information to the PCO for selecting the
best contractor.

b. Assure an inpartial, equitable, and thorough eval uation
of each proposal submtted.

c. Assure cost effective expenditure of Government funds.
d. Assure conpliance with the FAR
2. SELECTI ON PROCESS.

After receipt of proposals, the major mlestones for the selection
process are as foll ows:

a. Screening of proposals received for overall responsiveness
b. Request for clarifications fromofferors, as requested

c. Detailed evaluation of proposals

d. Conpetitive range determ nation

e. PCOelimnates proposals not within the conpetitive range

f. Preparation/continuation of detailed evaluation for ora
di scussions with offerors

g. Oal discussions with offerors

h. Request for Best & Final Ofers
i. Receipt of Best & Final Ofers

j. Evaluation of Best & Final Ofers
k. Present recommendation to PCO

|. Decision by PCO



m  Approval by SSA
n. Award contract
0. Debriefing of unsuccessful offerors

3. EBEvaluation factors are divided sequentially into the
fol | ow ng phases:

a. planning and desi gn;

b. construction;

c. operation and nai ntenance and

d. renediation.

Each phase has a Techni cal and Managenment Conponent and
t he whol e operation has a Cost Conponent. For eval uation
pur poses, the Techni cal Conponent and the Managenment Conponent
are of equal value and the evaluations are interm xed on the scoring
sheets. The price proposal will not be a scored factor,
but will be evaluated as to reasonabl eness, realism and afford-
ability in the evaluation process.

4. RATING RANKING AND SCOR NG

a. Rating System The two principal nethods of rating
eval uation factors are nunerical and adjective. Both methods
will be utilized for this procurenent. The adjective scoring
systemand its criteria are as foll ows:

DEFI NI TIONS OF RATING CRITERIA: The following criteria
will be used to describe, by a narrative, the concl usive
advant ages, di sadvant ages, and defici enci es of each proposal
evaluated. |Itens that need clarification/negotiation will be
descri bed. The basis for rating is as foll ows:

Qut standing. To receive this rating, the offeror mnmust satisfy

all requirenments of solicitation for this el ement and exceed

nost. In addition, the offeror has an outstandi ng approach and
special qualification for the el enent being evaluated. The

of feror denonstrates either through experience or effective preparation,
he can bring some special contribution to this elenent of the project.
The offeror has successful experience that is very specifically
applicable to this elenent of the project.

Excel |l ent . To receive this rating, the offeror nust satisfy all
requi rements of the solicitation for this elenent and exceed nost.
O feror denonstrates, through experience, he is highly qualified to
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performthis el ement of the project. The offeror has simlar experience
hi ghly applicable to this elenment of the project.

Satisfactory. To receive this rating, the offeror nust satisfy

all requirenments of solicitation for this element. The offeror
denonstrates his organi zation can reasonably be expected to perform
this element of the project. The offeror has experience which can
be applied to this elenent of the project.

Poor. To receive this rating, the offeror satisfies nost, but not
all, requirenents of the solicitation for this element and is
susceptible to being made satisfactory through revision of the
originally submtted naterials.

Unacceptable. To receive this rating, the offeror has major

om ssi ons or m sunderstandings or has conpletely omtted details
whi ch woul d indicate the offeror's understanding of the require-
ments. The proposal cannot meet requirenents w thout najor

revi sions.

b. Rating Technique. The follow ng rating technique shal
be used for each of the four phases:

(1) Each eval uator shoul d nake an i ndependent eval uation and
assign an adjective rating to each of the assigned eval uation factors
utilizing the factor evaluation worksheet (Annex A-D). I ndi vi dual
ratings will be supported by rationale for that rating.

(2) Upon conpl etion of analysis, evaluation and rating of
each of the individual evaluation elenments, the eval uator shal
enter a conposite rating for each on the eval uati on work sheet
provided. Evaluation results will be documented with a narrative
di scussion of the value of each offeror in terns of its advantages
and di sadvantages, its deficiencies, and the effect of these
el enents on the Governnent.

(3) Upon conpl etion of individual evaluations the group
shoul d neet in commttee with the chairman, attenpt to reach a consensus
and arrive at a single adjective score for each
el ement, supported by a conpilation of the individual evaluators
narrative advant ages and di sadvant ages.

(4) The conmttee chairman will provide input to the
Source Sel ection Board chairman who will use this information to
formulate the final report to the contracting officer

c. Discussions within the Coomttees. Wile individua
conmttee nenbers nmay have specific expertise in one functiona
area, each comm ttee nmenber shoul d i ndependently consider al
el ements assigned to himunl ess otherw se determ ned by the
Chai rman or by consensus of the conmttee(s). This serves
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several purposes. It allows an overview of each el enent and
insures all interrelationships of elenents are di scussed.

Ful | discussions of all matters considered by the Board are
encouraged and differences of opinion will be examned with the
obj ective of reaching a consensus or common under st andi ng of the
i ssues where there are differing views. Wen a consensus cannot
be reached, mnority views will be recorded.

d. Ranking Techni que. Upon receipt of the Conmttee findings, the
Committee Chairman shall rank the proposals utilizing the follow ng
nmet hod:

(1) Adjectives of CQutstanding, Excellent, Satisfactory, Poor,
and Unacceptable will be assigned scores as foll ows:

QUTSTANDI NG 10 points
EXCELLENT 8 points
SATI SFACTORY 6 points
POOR 4 points
UNACCEPTABLE 2 points

(2) Utilizing the Proposal Scoring Sheets provided, the
Chai rman shall then enter the nuneric value of each criteria in the
space provided. The overall proposal rating shall be devel oped as
fol | ows:

Sum of Individual Criteria Assigned Scores = Criteria
Rating for each Phase

Sum of Each Phase Criteria Ratings = Overall Rating

(3) Proposals shall be ranked according to overal
ratings.

5. COST/ PRI CE EVALUATI ON

a. In cost/price evaluation, the offeror's cost/price is
viewed in conparison to the CGovernment estinmate, other offers,
RFP, and offeror's technical proposal and to provide an
assessment of the reasonabl eness, realismand affordability of the
pr oposed price.

b. Oferor's pricel/cost proposals shall not be nmade
avai l able to technical evaluators during the in-depth technica
eval uation periods, initial and subsequent. |Inmmediately after
submttal of the technical scores, price or cost evaluators shoul d
di scuss the details of technical proposals with the technica
evaluators to aid in their evaluation of costs associated w th
| abor categories and hours, materials, manufacturing processes, and
other el enents of cost. Price/cost evaluators nay al so use DCAA Audit
Reports and the Contract Admnistration Ofice Field Price Analysis
Reports.
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c. In addition to cost/price analysis, further measurenent of cost
or price reasonabl eness shall be nmade. This can be
acconpl i shed by comparing Government cost estimates with proposed
cost/price after considering the risk associated with technica
approach and di sposition of deficiencies.

d. The cost committee should initiate and maintain a cost
track to facilitate an understandi ng of the changes |eading to
final cost/price.

e. Follow ng conpletion of cost/price evaluation, the
Eval uati on Chairman conpiles cost/price information, and
integrates findings with technical evaluations and provides results
to the PCO. The PCO shoul d be provided the cost team s findings as
to the realismof each offeror's proposal. |If a proposal is
determ ned to be unrealistic, reasons for this conclusion should be
stated, and a realistic cost/price devel oped.

6. ESTABLI SHI NG THE COVPETI Tl VE RANGE

a. The conpetitive range is the unspecified point bel ow which
an offeror's proposal is not considered as having a reasonabl e
chance of selection for final award and whose proposal is not
suscepti ble to being made acceptable. O ferors bel ow the range may
be elimnated fromfurther consideration. The Source Selection
Eval uati on Board (SSEB) recommends to the PCO which of fers shoul d
be considered within the conpetitive range and provi des specific
reasons. However, final determnation as to which offerors renmain
within the conpetitive range rests with the PCO

b. The key to establishing a conpetitive range is whether the
of feror has a reasonabl e chance of selection. |If the offeror has
a reasonabl e chance, he nust be considered within the conpetitive
range. For example, the initial evaluation ratings for four
offerors are: CQutstanding, Excellent, Poor, and Unacceptable. In
this case, a |logical conpetitive range can be established at the
Excellent | evel since the two remaining offers may be well out of
conpetition.

c. The initial nunber of proposals considered within the
conpetitive range nmay be reduced when, as a result of the witten
or oral discussions, and BAFO any such proposal has been determ ned
to no | onger have a reasonabl e chance of being selected for award. This
deci sion again rests with the PCO

7. REQUEST FOR CLARI FI CATI ONS AND ORAL PRESENTATI ONS
a. After initial evaluation of the offeror's origina

subm ssion, the SSEB will provide the PCOwith a witten |ist of
itenms that require clarification or which are apparent deficiencies.
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specific evaluation is not reveal ed. For exanple, the offeror
shoul d not be told he is three personnel short in the specific
functional area of Q¥ QC, but rather it appears he cannot
acconplish the RFP requirenents with his cited staffing.

b. After the offeror has responded to the first request for
clarifications and that response has been evaluated, it nmay be
necessary to go back to himfor additional clarifications. Usually this
is done in a face to face oral discussion process or by tel ephone. As
with witten requests, all oral input by the
Covernment team shoul d be formatted and approved prior to the
di scussions. This neeting is also an opportunity for the offeror
to review any remai ni ng deficiencies and if necessary ask any
further questions of the Governnent relative to the RFP
Covernrent team nenbers shoul d be cauti oned agai nst naki ng
spont aneous statements that may tend to "lead" the offerors. Any
responses to oral discussion nust be reasserted in the BAFO

8. DOCUMENTI NG THE EVALUATI ON

a. Wien the eval uation begins with proposal review by
comm ttee nenbers, their witten records and notes becone the

foundati on of the docunentation process. In order to provide
a systematic nethod of keeping this docunmentation, worksheets have been
produced that list all of the evaluation elenments relative to the

eval uation. The wor ksheets include space for the evaluator to nake any
notes or coments regarding the proposal advantages and di sadvant ages.
The commttee will then discuss the proposals and establish final
ratings for the various elenents. The conmmttee chairman will, based on
the commttee's input, prepare docunen-

tation required to support the final conclusion of the conmttee.

The comm ttee chairman is al so responsible for devel oping itens

for darification/Oral D scussion worksheets (Encl 5). The

Chai rman of the SSEB has responsibility for devel oping the
docunent ati on supporting the SSEB s finding and the |isting of

itenms the negotiation teamw ||l use in negotiations. The Chairman

of the SSEB is responsible for preparing the final report and
briefing to the PCO

b. Upon conpletion of the selection process, all documentation
shall be turned over to the PCOto be placed in the Oficia
Contract File. Redundant or extraneous docunentation should be
screened and destroyed by the chairman of the SSEB

9. SSEB REPORT AND BRI EFI NG

a. After conpletion of the evaluation phase, the Board
prepares a report of its findings and conclusions, outlining the
consensus of the Board and its conposite ratings. The Board
chai rman (techni cal / managenent and cost) signs the report to confirmit
represents collective opinions. |f any nenber of the
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Board has serious reservations about any part of a proposal, these
shoul d be considered for possible adjustment of scoring. |If not
reconcil ed, but considered critical to the evaluation, the

di ssenting opi nion should be forwarded with the report. The

di ssenting opinion shall be stated in the formof a mnority
report. The SSEB report shall contain the follow ng:

- table of contents.
- brief description of the services to be contracted.

- listing of nane, functional title, and assignnment of
all nmenbers of the SSEB, and any other person(s) who took part in
the Board activities.

- chronol ogy of the major events connected with the source
sel ection eval uati on process.

- al phabetical listing of the offerors who submtted
proposals, with major subcontractors, if appropriate.

- description of the nethodol ogy used by the Board to
eval uate proposals, including the rating plan and techni ques used
in the evaluation (this docunment can be included as an annex).

- reasons for elimnation of any proposals before the
eval uation process, such as |ate subm ssion, failure to nmeet RFP
requi rements, etc.

- rationale used to determ ne conpetitive range, and basis for
el imnation of any proposals.

- method used to verify experience and perfornmance record
of offerors in the conpetitive range and results thereof, including
conments on major contracts perforned for the U S. Governnent.

- al phabetical order (BY OFFEROR).
- description of the el enents.

- how each offeror in the conmpetitive range proposed to neet
each elenent in order to present an overview and under st andi ng of
each offeror's approach

- Board's conposite scoring of proposals and a summary of
significant differences anong proposals. Mjor advantages and
di sadvant ages of each proposal in the conpetitive range and the
potential for correction of deficiencies should al so be di scussed.

- information on offeror's financial capability to perform
under the proposed contract.



- comrents on offeror's Equal Enpl oynment Qpportunity, Smal
Busi ness, Mnority Busi ness Prograns, and proposed Subcontracting Pl an.

- any special areas of concern which would help the PCO in
arriving at his decision.

- any areas to be addressed in definitization (i.e., advance
agreements not resol ved).

b. In addition to the SSEB report, the SSEB Chairman and
Conmm ttee Chairman may conduct oral presentations of the Board's
findi ngs and concl usi ons foll owi ng conpl eti on of eval uati on and
anal ysi s concerning the procurenent action, and to permt an
i nformed sel ection of the best offeror.

10. PREPARATI ON OF SELECTI ON STATEMENT

a. After the selection decision has been nmade, the SSEB
Chai rman, and the Recorder will prepare a Selection Statenent. The
Selection Statement will not contain specific weights or scores.
It should be concise and include the follow ng:

- Brief description of procurenent.
- Nane of firmselected for award.

b. The PCOw Il sign and date the Sel ection Statement and the
original will be included in the Oficial Contract Files.

11. DEBRI EFI NG OF UNSUCCESSFUL OFFERORS

a. Al unsuccessful offerors will be offered a formnal
debriefing. The Debriefing Teamw Il consist of PCO SSEB
Chai rman, |egal advisors, and Conmttee Chairnmen. These
debriefings should be confined to areas in which the offeror could
have i nproved his proposal, and should not reveal confidentia
busi ness informati on nor discuss relative nerits of other
proposals. Debriefings will be provided at the earliest feasible
time which normally shall be after award of the contract.

b. Purpose of the debriefing is to enable offeror to under-
stand why his proposal was not selected with the objective of
i nproving future proposals submtted to the Governnent. Therefore,
no conparisons should be nmade to other proposals and specific
wei ghts and scoring should not be reveal ed or discussed. The
debriefing should ordinarily coment on the follow ng areas:

- Overvi ew of SSEB process.

- Review of RFP



- Discussion of advantages and deficiencies in offeror
pr oposal .
- Questions by offeror.

- Request for comments fromthe offeror on selection
process (e.g., RFP, preproposal conference, negotiations, etc.).

c. A nenorandum for record of debriefings with each
unsuccessful offeror should be prepared and shoul d address who was

present, what transpired and what questions were raised by the
of feror.

12. M LESTONES

M LESTONES

Event Dat e

SSEB Appoi nt ment s

Solicitation Approved

Solicitation Issued

Solicitation dosing Date

SSEB Eval uati ons

NOTE: DATES WLL BE ESTABLI SHED UPON RECEI PT OF FUNDI NG

Encl s
1. Structure of SSEB
2. Special Oder Appointnent of SSEB Menbers
3. Proposal Scoring Sheet
13. Selection of firnms will be based on the foll ow ng eval uation
factors listed in order of priority for operation and nai nt enance,
pl anning and design (including obtaining permts), renediation and
construction.

a. Planning and design evaluation factors are:

(1) Experience of firmin design of material handling
facilities and in particular those that had reduction and di sposa
as a conponent, facility managenent, construction managenent, cost
estimating, environnental nonitoring, geotechnical investigations,
preparation of facility devel opment plans, and in obtaining permts
fromregul atory agenci es,

(2) Resources consisting of staff, equipnment, and
fi nances,
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(3) Past performance in a related activity,
(4) Famliarization with project,
(5) Techniques of witten presentation.

b. Construction evaluation factors are:

(1) resources consisting of finances, managenent,
equi pnent, and work capacity,

(2) experience in construction of major material
handling facilities and fast tracking getting systens on line,

(3) past performance,
(4) famliarization with project, and
(5) techniques of witten presentation.
c. Qperation and M ntenance eval uation factors are:

(1) Firmexperience in operation, maintenance, training,
preparation of &M manuals for material handling facilities,

(2) nmanagenent facility operation experience,

(3) past experience in operating a waste reduction
facility within standards and record of conplaints fromrel evant
interests. Follow ng receipt of technical proposals the Corps of
Engi neers (CE) will evaluate the technical proposals and sel ect the
nost suitable offeror. Cost proposals will then be requested and
a maxi mum guaranteed price wll be negotiated for the Debris
Processing Facility.
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Pr oj ect

Annex A to Appendix A

EVALUATI ON COW TTEE

DETAI LED EVALUATI ON OF TECHNI CAL PROPCSAL

PLANNI NG AND DESI GN
( DESI GV CONSTRUCT)

Candi date firm

Date of submttal of witten proposal

( Maxi mum poi nts 250)

1. Firms Experience - 90 points maxi num

a.
b.

©ao

e ™

2. Oferor Pertinent Resources available for this project -

Design of material handling facilities
Desi gn of those that had reduction and

di sposal as a conponent

Facility managenent

Construction managemnent

Mat eri al handling and/ or reduction

cost estimating

Envi ronment al nonitoring

Geot echni cal investigations

Preparation of facility devel opnent pl ans

Poi nt s

10

10
10
10

10
10
10
10

otaining permts fromregul atory agencies 10

66 poi nts maxi num

a.

St af f

(1) Sanitary

(2) Structural
(3) Mechanica
(4) Electrical
(5) GCeotechnica
(6) Environnent al
(7) Instrunmentation
(8) Gvil

(9) Estimator
(10) Drafting
(11) Surveying
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b. Equi pnent - award points based on avail -
abl e conputer, surveying, and naterial
handl i ng equi prent including front end
| oaders, cranes, hauling trucks,
i nci neration equi pnent, etc. 20

c. Finances - Determ ne whether firmis
sol vent. 20

3. Past performance in a related activity - 40 points maxi mum

a. In neeting tight design schedul es 20
b. Pertaining to work for CE, other

gover nment agencies and private

enterprise 20

4. Fam liarization with project as determned from study of witten
proposal - 40 points maxi mum

a. Services offered are clearly expressed 10

b. Agree with Scope of Services requested 15

c. Time proposed for conpleting the work is
supported by anal ysis and cal cul ati ons
presented in the proposal and is in
agreement wWith the tine to acconplish
in the RFP. 15

5. Techniques of witten presentation - 20 points maxi mum

a. Essential points covered 10
b. Effort is directed to project in question 10

6. Project execution capability is determned fromthe offeror's
pr oposal

a. Project Managenment execution item
b. Managenent approach and procedures
c. Simlar protect experience

d. Managenent Information System

e. Procurenent approach and procedures

Subt ot al
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Annex B to Appendi x A

EVALUATI ON COW TTEE
DETAI LED EVALUATI ON OF TECHNI CAL PROPCSAL

CONSTRUCTI ON

Proj ect

Candi date firm

Date of submttal of witten proposa

(Maxi mum poi nts 100) Poi nt s

Rati ng

1. FirmPertinent Resources available for this

project - 36 points maxi mum

a. Finance - 18 points

(1)

(2)

(3)

Liquid assets of at |east 15% of

amount of estimated annual rates of

pl acement from 1989 thru 1992, or

liquid assets in excess of $80 mllion 6

Liquid assets of at |east | O% of
amount of estimated annual rates of
pl acement from 1989 thru 1992 6

Li quid assets |ess than | O% of
amount of estimated annual rate of
pl acement from 1989 thru 1992 6

b. Managenment - 9 points maxi mum

(1)

(2)

(3)

Managenment has experience on jobs
greater than $100 mllion 3

Managenent has experience on jobs
between $50 mllion and $100 mllion 3

Managenent has experience on jobs

| ess than $50 m | lion or adverse

coment s on nanagenent from

t el ephone survey 3

c. Equipnent - 6 points nmaxi mum

(1)

Firmowns or will acquire necessary
equi pnent for the job 2
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Firm

2.

(2)

(3)

Tel ephone survey indicated equi pnent
probl ens with past jobs 2

Tel ephone survey indicated series
equi pnent probl ens with past jobs 2

Free Wrk Capacity - 3 points maxi mum

(1)

(Constructi on)

(2)

(3)

Contractor estimated annual rate

of placenent from 1989 thru 1992,

no greater than firnls average rate

of placenent for the last 5 years 1

Poi nt s

Rati ng

Contractor estimated annual rate of

pl acement from 1989 thru 1992, no

greater than 20% nore than firnls

average rate of placenent for the

| ast 5 years 1

Contractor estimated annual rate of

pl acement from 1989 thru 1992, greater
than 20% nore than the firm s average
rate of placenent for the last 5 years

=

Firmi s Experience - 24 points maxi mum

a.

Conpl exity - 12 points maxi mum

(1)

(2)

(3)

Firm has experience with the design

and construction of 10 or nore materi al
handl i ng projects with nore than one
being a waste reduction facility 4

Fi rm has experience with design
and construction of |less than 10
mat eri al handling projects 4

Fi rm has experience on projects
i nvol ving | arge nunbers of
equi prent with staging areas 4

Magni tude - 9 poi nts maxi mum

(1)

Fi rm has experience with design
and construction of material handling
projects nore that $100 mllion 2
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(2) Firmhas experience with design
and construction of material handling
projects nore that $50-$100 mllion

(3) Firmhas design and construction
experience of projects greater than
$50 nmillion but not on sewer projects

(4) Firmhas design or construction
experience of projects |less than
$50 nmillion but not on sewer projects

c. Fast Track Experience - 3 points maximm

(1) Firmhas experience on at |east one
fast track contract valued at $20
mllion or greater

(2) Firmhas experience on fast track
contracts valued at $1 nillion to
| ess than $20 mllion

(3) Firmhas fast track contract experience
on contracts of less than $1 nmillion,
or experience reacting to major scope
of work changes

Past Performance - 18 points maxi mum

a. Quality - To be awarded poi nts based on
nunber of conplaints fromtel ephone survey

b. Time - To be based on assessed |iquidated
damages for delays in meeting conpletion
dat es on previ ous works

c. Safety Record - To be awarded points based
on tel ephone survey

Fam liarity with Project - 12 points nmaxi num
as determ ned fromstudy of witten proposals.

a. Services offered are clearly expressed
b. Agree with Scope of Services requested

c. Time proposed is in reasonabl e agreenent
with CE tine estimate
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5. Technique of Witten Presentation - 10 points maxi mum

a. Essential points are covered 2

Firm (Construction)

Points Rating

b. Effort is directed to project in question 2
c. Information is well organized 2
d. Gaphic aids are utilized 2
e. Proposal format has good appearance 2

Subt ot al
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Annex C to Appendi x A

EVALUATI ON COW TTEE
DETAI LED EVALUATI ON OF TECHNI CAL PROPCSAL

SI TE CLOSURE AND REMEDI ATI ON

Proj ect

Candi date firm

Date of submttal of witten proposal

Rati ng

Poi nt s
1. Site dosure - 150 points maxi mum
a. Denobilization - 60 points nmaxi num
(1) Burn pit dismantling 10
(2) Ash pile dismantling 10
(3) Stockpile clearing 10
(4) Denobilization of physical structures
to include: admnistration facility,
scal e-house, maintenance facilities,
vehicles, and sanitary sewer 10
(5) Renoval of contractors property 10
(6) Schedul e 10
b. Renediation - 50 points maxi mum
(1) Gound water conpliance 25
(2) Soil renoval /decontam nation 25
c. Restoration - 40 points maxi mum
(1) Oiginal grading 15
(2) FErosion control 15
(3) \Vegetative cover 10
Subt ot al
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Proj ect

Annex D to Appendi x A

EVALUATI ON COW TTEE

DETAI LED EVALUATI ON OF TECHNI CAL PROPCSAL

OPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE

Candi date firm

Date of submttal of witten proposa

(Maxi mum Poi nts 500)

1. Firnms Experience - 250 points nmaxi mum

A

Qper ation

(1) Firmhas experience in the operation of
di sposal facilities and processes (i.e.
chi ppi ng, grinding and incineration)

(2) Firmhas experience in the operation
of recycling processes and systens

(3) Firmhas experience in the nonitoring
of disposal facilities

Mai nt enance

(1) Firmhas experience in the nmaintenance of

di sposal facilities and processes (i.e.
chi ppi ng, grinding and incineration)

(2) Firmhas experience in the maintenance
of recycling processes and systens

(3) Firmhas experience in the nmaintenance
of the nonitoring devices of disposal
facilities

Training - Firmhas experience in training
personnel for plant operations

Preparation of O&M Manuals - Firm has experi -

ence in preparation of Qperation and
Mai nt enance nmanual s and their revision to
refl ect operating experience

A-18

Poi nt s

Rati ng

30

30

30

60

30

10

20

40



2. Managenent - 150 points maxi num
Managenment staff has experience on plants with
an annual operation cost greater than
$1 mllion. 150

3. Past Performance - 100 poi nts maxi mum

Firm has a good record of operating disposal
facilities to neet environnental standards 100

4. Firmdenonstrated interest in project:

| nportant note: These are negative ratings applied for |ack of
interest. An enployee's interest in response to a request is
expected, and hence no credit is awarded for correctness in
this regard. |In order to inpose negative ratings, however
evidence of failure to respond pronptly or to submt
punctual | y, must be clearly established for the record.
Further the inposition of these negative ratings require

unani nous conmttee accord.

Firm (Construction)

Points Rating

A. Failure to respond pronptly to RFP -10 to O
B. Failure to subnit proper witten proposals -10 to O
Subt ot al

Total (Const)
Eval uati on Comi tt ee:

Dat e:

Subt ot al
Total (PGD)__
Total (Const)__
Total (GGV)_
Total (Renediation)_
Gand Total (Consortium__

Eval uati on Comm tt ee:

Dat e:
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APPENDI X B
(sanpl e)

M LESTONES FCR (brief description)

Days Per Action Cal endar Date
M | est one Proposed  Actual Pr oposed Act ual

Recei ve Funded PR
Revi ew Scope of Work (SOWN
Appoi nt SSA
Appoi nt Board Chairperson(s)
and Menbers
Wite Source Sel ection Plan (SSP)
Approve SOW SSP
| ssue Commer ce Business Daily (CBD)
Prequalification
Perform Trai ni ng and Responsibility
Briefings
Brief the SSEB Chairperson
Brief the SSEB(s)
Devel op Scoring Plan
Devel op Eval uation Factors
| ndependent Governnent Estimate (|1 CGE)
Identify Negotiation Team
Prepare and Approve RFP
| ssue RFP
G osing Date for Proposal Recei pt
Screen Proposals for
Responsi veness to Solicitation
Initial Evaluation Board(s) Results
Issue darifications (if required)
Consensus Eval uati ons
Eval uati on Board Reports
Approve Conpetitive Range
Request Audit (if required)
Prepare PreBCM (if required)
Conduct Negotiations - Oal/Witten
Recei ve BAFGCs
Re- eval uat e BAFO Materi al
Re- open Negotiations (if necessary)
Second BAFO Eval uation (if necessary)
Responsi bility Determnation
Cost and Pricing Data and
Certificate (if required)
Sel ection Briefing
Prepare and Si gn Deci si on Docunent
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36.
37.

38,
40.

41.
42.

Prepare Post BCM Wi ver
Awar d Approval s and

Congressional Notification
Contract Award
Unsuccessful O ferors Notification
Debriefings of Oferors
CBD Notice Award (if applicable)
Lessons Learned Report



